This paper examines the appropriation of space for cultural production in Berlin's central district Mitte in the years directly after German reunification (approximately 1990-1994) and suggests an explanatory model for the intensity of and motivations behind these changes. The research conducted for this paper used interviews, discourse analysis and historical research to identify three main impulses that guided spatial changes in Berlin's central district Mitte directly after reunification: the divergent post-war development of the two Germanys, the political and structural aspects of reunification, and the moving of the German capital back to Berlin after 40 years in Bonn. The author posits that these changes represent not only "simple" physical and symbolic appropriation, but also a proxy for the reinterpretation of the German national narrative after 1990.
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Politics of Memory No. 2 -Year 3 06/2013 -LC.1 goals, or supports a specific genealogical or teleological representation of history or simply reinforces the dominant political culture" (De Soto 45) . Indeed, the selection of one history at the cost of all others underlines the legitimacy of the dominant cultural group and simultaneously the illegitimacy of all other groups and viewpoints; "The results of these … struggles have a direct bearing on whose vision of 'reality' will appear to matter socially, since landscapes are not just the products of social power but also tools or resources for achieving it" (Rose-Redwood, Alderman, and Azaryahu 462-463).
The topographic ascription of symbolic capital is therefore an act of power through which some groups have the authority to name while others do not (Rose-Redwood, Alderman, and Azaryahu).
In this respect, place-making can be seen as an act of dominance (Bourdieu) through the topographical inscription of a selected past, and the resulting canonization and normalization of the hegemonic political power (Azaryahu, "German Reunification"; Azaryahu, "Critical Turn"). This power is exercised by the dominant cultural group; "dominant class fractions, whose power rests on economic capital, aim to impose the legitimacy of their domination … through their own symbolic production" (Bourdieu 168 ).
The selection, portrayal and canonization of a selective historical narrative form a discursive practice set in motion by one or more powerful actors and carried on and legitimized by other lesser distributors (for example, mass media, professionals and academics) (Altrock et al.) . These powerful actors are legitimate representatives of the dominant power, and, following Bourdieu's division of specialized labor, are vested with a power to connote symbolic power and capital; they are "legitimate speaker(s), authorized to speak and to speak with authority" (Bourdieu 41) . In this way, the legitimate speakers support the dominance of the dominant group, and the dominant group supports the legitimate speakers' claims to legitimacy.
Toponymic and Symbolic Inscription in Berlin after 1990
The changes in Berlin after the fall of the Wall can be divided into two broad categories: removal or changing of street names and the reforming of the socialist downtown under the auspices of critical reconstruction. These changes represented a conservative and stringently anti-modernist (Ladd 209 ). This paper discusses changes in Mitte, the geographic and historic central district in Berlin, and former government center of the German Democratic Republic (GDR).
In Berlin's central district Mitte, where relatively few sculptural monuments were located, the socialist street names formed the backbone of symbolic capital on the landscape, above all in the main thoroughfares. In June of 1991, the Berlin Senate suggested the renaming of 190 streets in East Berlin (Azaryahu, "German Reunification") . In total, more than 80 streets were renamed between 1990 and 1994, including nearly all of the main thoroughfares in the district. The official decree about street (re)naming from 1994 was phrased as follows: "the second German democracy has no reason to honor politicians who actively contributed to the destruction of the first German Critical reconstruction bundled together several typical postmodern stances with a distinct nostalgia for the industrial-era city structure. The new aesthetic ideal combined the rediscovery and revitalization of inner city areas, an aversion to high-rises as bastions of the modernist past, and the heralding of the "European city". These efforts were combined with a desire to create an The new building guidelines followed in part those of the nineteenth century, for example by setting building height limits, and embraced a fine-grained urban structure (Ladd) .
The new planning based itself on the industrial-era street plan of the city, what the planners called "the memory of the city" (Dörries et al.; Stimmann) , and included not only construction in empty lots, for example on the former border area, but also the demolition of modernist buildings and squares to make way for the reconstruction of the former street grid. These processes were most intensive in Mitte, where socialist modernist planning and building had been most concentrated.
Critics of critical reconstruction, such as Simone Hain & Wolfgang Kil, questioned the invented traditionalism and Prussian nostalgia of the planners; "Berlin must be Berlin, they say. Identity is at stake. … Prescriptions such as city block building, traditional window facades, a uniform height of twenty-two meters …, and building in stone are vociferously defended against all evidence that such traditionalism is wholly imaginary" (Huyssen 68 ). In addition, many critics saw the decisively anti-modern stance of the planners as a politically-desired denial of the GDR past; "from this perspective, it is no wonder that the devaluation of post-war urban structures ... became a strong conflict point in former East Berlin as it was seen by many as yet another attempt to eradicate East Germans' past and identity" (Tölle 352) .
Critical reconstruction and the tenets that it sets out went well beyond a few overview plans.
Indeed, through the aesthetic dominance of the legitimate speakers, the new ideal created an invisible guideline by which all other built form was measured. The changes were pervasive, sudden and irreversible; "In this process, it's not just about a concrete problem in a single place, but about the orthodox enforcement of an overarching principle through which 80 years of urban development according to the principles of 'light, air, and sun' can be discredited as completely misguided" (Hain, "Berliner Städtebaudiskurs" 115) . In this way, a selected few actors not only Critical Impulses in Post-Reunification Development: an
Explanatory Model
The removal and discrediting of the symbolic and architectural representation of "unwanted"
histories signifies a restriction in symbolic representation of these eras. In post-reunification Berlin, the concept of architecture and urban planning as expressions of national and civic identity became a flashpoint of political, aesthetic and symbolic debates (Ladd) . But how were such sweeping changes possible? What were the mechanisms by which they were achieved and in which historic discourses were they embedded?
This project identified three main factors that played significant roles in the scope and ideological direction of the changes described: the divergent post-war development of the two Germanys, the political and structural aspects of reunification, and the moving of the German capital back to
Berlin after 40 years in Bonn.
Divergent Architectural Discourses in Postwar Germany
The 1970s marked the so-called "collapse of Modernism" (Kraft 49) in Western Europe and the US, a cultural movement said by many to have been set in motion by the works of Jane Jacobs (Jacobs) and Robert Venturi (Venturi) perspective, it wasn't discussed publicly really, much more after the fact. … People talked more about the result, rather than discussing it beforehand. Even the Stadtforum (City Forum) which was active at the time… was always the same people. And for me, everything just went around in circles -everyone said their opinion but there was never really any constructive discussion about it … The
Stadtforum was made up of architects, urban planners, administrators …. The public could attend … At the beginning you could see that it really was an attempt at coming to some sort of common opinion, but later it was very one-sided. It always ended up just confirming the status quo -'it's good, and that's how it will be done'" (Interview, 9 May 2012).
Berlin, the Once and Future Capital
The 1991 declaration that the German seat of government would indeed move back to Berlin after 40 years in its provisional seat in Bonn ( Hauptstadtvertrag ) added additional layers of complexity and implication to the structural changes in Berlin; "That the capital would return to Berlin was undisputed, but that the government center should return to Berlin, that was disputed, and had to be decided by the Bundestag" (Interview, 29 May 2012). As the new seat of German government, Berlin took on further significance as a model of "new German identity" (Strom) in a country struggling to reframe its national narrative in terms of reunification and democracy. The German legacy of the Second World War, which had defined the West German national narrative in the postwar period, could now be reframed in terms of reunification. Symbolic and architectural changes in Berlin were therefore both parallel to and more intense than de-communism efforts in eastern Europe, where "the main strategy to be observed since the 1990s was undoubtedly the creation of a 'European' identity, aiming at shaping modern, international and capitalist place identities, which meant in consequence the complete rejection of the socialist past" (Tölle 349);
"Berlin had the unique situation, we had the singular chance to design the inner city new" (Interview, 29 May 2012) . These changes carried the weight of the new national narrative and the singular chance to re-contextualize German identity in new terms not solely centered around the Second World War; "the political postures of the Communist regime, even those carved in stone, had no place in the unified German democracy" (Ladd 193 
Conclusion
In Berlin's central district Mitte, active physical and symbolic strategies were used together to accommodate the landscape to the new hegemonic power structure. As the historical, cultural and geographic center of the city, Mitte possesses a symbolic worth higher than any other district and an incontrovertible opportunity for the presentation of a selected ideology.
The view of the socialist built space as inferior, inappropriate, ugly and inefficient reflected deeply seated cultural beliefs of "correct" and "incorrect", "appropriate" and "inappropriate". For planners in reunified Berlin both nostalgic for the lost Berlin of the era before the ravages of two world wars and raised with western cold war and postmodernist ideologies, the socialist construction of the city center represented the embodiment of the "other", the image of the enemy ( Feindbild ). The establishment of one Germany meant not the forging of a new common history and image, but the adaptation and assimilation of deviant eastern landscapes and their residents to the western cultural myth. The framing of these changes not in a discourse of colonization (appropriation by an external aggressor) but rather in a discourse of reunification (restoration of historical continuity), allowed the logical dismissal of the 40-year East German existence and its history written in stone as a historical aberration and break in the "normal" historical development (Häußermann and Kapphan, "Von Der Geteilten Zur Gespaltenen Stadt"; Ladd), at least by those western bureaucrats in charge of city planning. Through a reunification-oriented discourse, more and more intensive landscape changes were possible, as the symbolic and structural changes were framed as a return to the "natural order". With the relocation of the capital back to Berlin, the "destruction of the city by modernist urban design and state centralism" (Häußermann and Kapphan, "Divided to
Fragmented City" 49) in its literal and metaphorical significance could be "set right", thus restoring the continuity of the (west) German historical worldview (Jarausch) as "the" German past, a process that continues today, not least of which through the current "reconstruction" of the city palace in the center of the city.
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